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Re: MURi142
Dear Mr. Jordan:

We are writing this letter on behalf of Obama for America (the “Committee™) and Martin
Nesbitt, as treasurer, (collectively referred to as the “Respondents™) in response to the
Complaints filed in the above-referenced matter by Luanne Moore, Elizabeth Medeiros,
Heather F. Lindsay, Barbara Paglia, Mary Norton, Carol A. Adams, Nora Widener,
Pamela M. Scola, Lia Talmas, Jeanne Park, and Suzanne L. Martin (the “Complainants”).
For the reasons set forth below, the Complaints are without merit and should be
dismissed.

The Cempleints silege that Respondents kawve violated the Federal Elebtion Canupaign
Act (the “Act”) by keowingly acaspting excsvive conteibutiing fivan andividuals, and by
mismpyrting disbursements from the Committee to various state party committees. They
have not.

Respondents have acted in full compliance with the Commission’s reqairements at all
times. The Commission may find “rcasen to bélieve” only # a complaint sets forth
sufSicient specific facts, which, if proven true, would vonstitute a violation of the Act. See
11 CFR. § 111.4(a), (d). Here, the Complaints present no evidence to suggest that
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Respondents have ever knowingly solicited, accepted, or received excessive [
contributioms. In additinn, all disbursements rmde by the Cammittee to various stitte
pmycmmmswererepmﬂhppmmmly-hne”efdummmneuqm The
Commission therefore may not find “reason to belicve,” and must dismiss the Complaints
immediately.

Olxssn for America was the principal campaign committee for President Barack
Obama’s campaign for President. The volume of contributions the Committee raised,
both oriiine and ticwugh moce tadivioeal megs, in unprevsdonted for & political
campaign. To process them ail, the Commiitee demminged - in the manronditzeniy A
anremt of time sffomind it st the heginaing of a tveo-year eleetinn-cyeie — a ramorkably
complex ond nimble vetting and complionae gystem. Tiis syatem mes axd surpmased the
procedural requirements the Act and Commission regulations impose an the colection
and processing of contributions. Most importantly, it ensured that the Committee did not
knowingly accept contributions in excessive amounts.

The Counpiifizsis prosont oo evidemoe to suggyest that the Comaiitten did not act in fudl
commpiineee with the Craomissinm's rervivermnnts. Bnemng the Complaints allege no
mdcmductbykcspmdmdlatmlatesammworregﬂaumoverwmmﬂle
Commiission has jurisdictine; tise Commpivints axe without lagal madt sed siwidd tm

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
A. Comprehensive Vetting and Compliance Procedures

Before the Committee launched its fundruising program, tni: Commnittee carefully
developed and implemented comprehensive vetting and compliance procedures to ensure
that it did met knrwingly solicit, soeept, or reosive pewniinited ormdriinsitons. Pursuant to
this system, and consistent with the Commission’s regulations, campaign staff and
outsiile wmiors wore tasird with cemminiag all centribngisns to the Commititm mee they
ware nentived — whether enline, thonugh ditest muil, is parson, or pdhenwiss - far
“evidence of illegality and for ascoctnining whether coatributioms reazived, when
aggregated with ather contributions from the same contributor, exceed[ed]” federal
contribution limits. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(b). Any contributions made to the Commitfee that
were found to be excessive were promptly refunded in accordance with the
Commission’s regulations.

I
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The Committee’s compliance and vetting procedures included an extensive back-end
procass o ename it oaught and rofimdari sny excessive or otharwise umlgwful
contributions. As the valume of comtributisns to the Committee increased during the
course of the campaign, the Committee continuously adjusted its vetting and compliance
procedures to adapt to the increased volume. At regular intervals, the Committee
conducted automated searches of its donor database — including all contributions, whether
raised online or not - to identify any excessive donations. Contributions from repeat
donors 'wers exmmined to eiure timt the totl amousit reezived from a single dozor did
not ew=ocd the contribution limits.

After Presidan: Obama secured the Democratic nomination, the Obama Victory Fund was
established as a joint fundraising committee for the Committee and the Democratic
National Committee. Pursuent to the Commissian’s regulations, contributions received
by the Obama Victory Fund were then allocated to the Committee end the Democratic
National Committee. See 11 C.F.R. § 102.17. Using its comprehensive compliance and
vetting procedures, the Committee examined each contribution received from the Obama
Victory Fund to ensure that it was nor excessive or otherwise unlawful. Any excessive or
unlewfal contributions transferred from the Obama Victery Fend were proumptly refunded
in escordance with the Commissioa’s regilstions. The Comphuints prssent no evidence
to suggest that tite Citoumitten fid nsi comply at bl tisnes il the Canxmission’s
regalations, os tieat it ewer knowsingly solicited, ascepted, or suotived exnmsive
contributona.

B.  Resolution of Excessive Contributions Cited in Complaints

The Compltheis allege that the Committee accepted excessive contributions from 592
individuals. In fact, of the 592 named contributors, only 82 individuals made excessive
contributions %o tlie Committoe. Any ensmmive commibutiens reve been iefanded in a
manner consistent with the Commission’s regulations. All of the necessary refunds were
made by December 31, 2603. The table attanhed ws Exhibit A wncludes the tamos md
addurmes of all of the individwals namnd in tie: Compluinis snd the ridisnd moount, if
any'.

Given the unprecedented scope of the Committee’s fundraising, Complainants speculate
that the Committee must have acted in violation of federal law, and call for farther
investigation of the Committee’s finances and reporting. Vet unwarranted legal
conelusions from asserted facts or mere speculation will not be accepted as true, and
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provide no independent basis for investigation. See Commissioners Mason, Sandstrom,
Smith #nd Thomns, Stateraent of Rezsons, MUR 4960 (Dec. 21, 2001).

The Committee’s comprehensive vetting and compliance procedures speak for
themselves. Not only has the Committee complied with federal law, but it has far
surpassed what is required by the Act and the regulations. In every case, the Committee
has used best efforts to ensure its full compliance with the Commission’s requirements.
The Committee has fully addressed each of the specific contribations cited in the
Complahsy, 2nd Consplainamis present no evidence to farther support thitir allogations
against the Campsiites.

For the foregoing reasens, Respondents respectfully request that the Commission dismiss
the Complaints and take no further action.




